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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the Applicant's communication filed on 6/01/2004 

2. Claims 1-25 are pending and presented for examination. Upon which claims 1, 10, 11, 
14, 15, 18, 20-25 are the independent claims. Other claims are the dependent. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed on 6/01/2004 with respect to claims 1-25 have been fully 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-5, 10-15, 20, 21, 23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Poznznski et al. (U. S. pat. No. 6,360,196) in view of Chan et al. (U. S. Pat. 
No. 6,604,101). 

As per claims 1,14 and 20, Poznanski et al. disclose "A method of retrieving information 
from a plurality of documents in a target language, (e.g., a second language) using a query in a 
source language, (e.g., a first language)" by providing a Multilanguage resource (See Poznanski 
et al. Title and the Abstract). In particular, Poznanski et al. disclose the claimed limitations of 
"receiving a search query that includes terms in a first language"(See Poznanski et al. Fig.2, and 
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col. 5, lines 28-30); "determining possible translations of the terms of the search query into a 
second language" by proving a Multilanguage glosser (See Poznanski et al. col.l, lines 33-36, 
Fig. 1 element 8, Fig.2, element 12, col.4, lines 64-67, and col. 5, lines 30-34); "locating 
documents in the first language that contain references that match the terms of the search query 
and identify documents in the second language" (See Poznanski et al. col.2, line 66 through 
col.3, line 15, and lines 29-50). 

It is noted, however, Poznanski et al. did not specifically disclose the claimed feature of 
"and disambiguating among the possible translations of the terms of the search query using the 
identified documents to identify one of the possible translations as a likely translation of the 
search query" as claimed. On the other hand, Chan et al. achieved this claimed limitation by 
providing a method and systems that dialectally standardized keywords or query to a more 
commonly known or used term (See Chan et al.col.4, lines 15-29). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
Applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Poznanski et al. by incorporating the dialect 
standardized keywords or query to a more commonly known or used term mechanism taught by 
Chan et al. The motivation being to have enhanced the system of Poznanski et al. by allows it to 
disambiguate the terms of the search among the possible translations more efficiently. 

As per claims 10, 15, and 23, the claims have substantially the same limitations as claims 
1, 14, and 20. These limitations have been already addressed in the rejection of these mentioned 
claims. Therefore, they are rejected on similar grounds corresponding to the arguments given for 
the rejected claims 1,14, and 20 above. 
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As per claim 2, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1 above. In addition, the combination of Poznanski et al. and Chan et al., as modified, 
discloses the claimed limitations of "wherein the receiving a search query includes: presenting a 
graphical user interface to a user" (See Chan et al. Fig.l in conjunction with component 115, and 
col.6, lines 16-17) and "receiving the terms of the search query in the first language from the 
user via the graphical user interface"(See Chan et al. Fig.3, and col. 7, lines 1-28). 

As per claims 3 and 4, most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 1 above. In addition, the combination of Poznanski et al. and Chan et al., as 
modified, discloses the claimed limitations of "wherein the determining possible translations 
include: using a dictionary to identify the possible translations of the terms into the second 
language, which includes one or more bilingual machine-readable dictionaries by providing a 
translator which is primarily incorporated bilingual machine-readable dictionaries" (See 
Poznanski et al. col.l, lines 30-33, col.6, lines 29-38, and col. 9, lines 49-55). 

As per claim 5, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1 above. In addition, the combination of Poznanski et al. and Chan et al., as modified, 
discloses the claimed limitations of "wherein the locating documents in the first language 
includes: performing a search of a database of documents using the search query, and identifying 
one or more of the documents in the database, each of the one or more documents containing at 
least one reference that matches the search query and identifies a document in the second 
language" (See Chan et al. Fig.3 and corresponding text namely col. 7, lines 1-27). 
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As per claim 11, Poznanski et al. disclose "A method of retrieving information from a 
plurality of documents in a target language, (e.g., a second language) using a query in a source 
language, (e.g., a first language)" by providing a Multilanguage resource (See Poznanski et al. 
Title and the Abstract). In particular, Poznanski et al. disclose the claimed limitations of "a 
search engine configured to: receive a search query that includes terms in a first language (See 
Poznanski et al. Fig.2, and col.5, lines 28-30), "locate documents in the first language that 
contain references that match the terms of the search query and identify documents in a second 
language" (See Poznanski et al. col.2, line 66 through col. 3, line 15, and lines 29-50); and a 
query translation engine (See Poznanski et al. Fig.l element 8, Fig.2 element 12) configured to: 
receive the search query, determine possible translations of the terms of the search query into the 
second language (See Poznanski et al. col.l, lines 33-36, Fig. 1 element 8, Fig.2, element 12, 
col.4, lines 64-67, and col.5, lines 30-34). 

It is noted, however, Poznanski et al. did not specifically disclose a database of 
documents in a plurality of languages; and disambiguate among the possible translations of the 
terms of the search query using the identified documents in the second language to identify one 
of the possible translations as a likely translation of the search query. On the other hand, Chan et 
al. disclose a search engine (Fig.l, component 112) which in turn is connected to a web/Internet 
(Fig.l component 1 14), it appears that a database is incorporated in Chan et al. system to store 
documents in a plurality of languages because the web/Internet mechanism is known to have 
databases. Also, Chan et al. disclose the claimed limitations of "and disambiguate among the 
possible translations of the terms of the search query using the identified documents in the 
second language to identify one of the possible translations as a likely translation of the search 
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query" by providing a method and systems that dialectally standardized keywords or query to a 
more commonly known or used term (See Chan et al.col.4, lines 15-29). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
Applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Poznanski et al. by incorporating the dialect 
standardized keywords or query to a more commonly known or used term mechanism taught by 
Chan et al. The motivation being to have enhanced the system of Poznanski et al. by allows it to 
disambiguate the terms of the search among the possible translations more efficiently. 

As per claims 21 and 24, the claims have substantially the same limitations as claim 11. 
These limitations have been already addressed in the rejection of these mentioned claims. 
Therefore, they are rejected on similar grounds corresponding to the arguments given for the 
rejected claim 11 above. 

As per claim 12, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1 above. In addition, the combination of Poznanski et al. and Chan et al, as modified, 
discloses the claimed limitations of "wherein the database includes a plurality of documents 
distributed over a network" (See Chan et al. Fig.l and corresponding text). 

As per claim 13, most of the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1 above. In addition, the combination of Poznanski et al. and Chan et al., as modified, 
discloses the claimed limitations of "wherein the network is the Internet" (See Chan et al. Fig.l 
and component 114). 
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6. Claim 6-9, 16-19, 22 and 25 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Poznanski et al. (U. S. Pat No. 6,360,196) and Chan et al. (U. S. Pat. No. 6,604,101) in view of 
Liddy et al. (U. S. Pat. No. 6,006,221). 

As per claims 18 and 19, Poznanski et al. disclose "A method of retrieving information 
from a plurality of documents in a target language, (e.g., a second language) using a query in a 
source language, (e.g., a first language)" by providing a Multilanguage resource (See Poznanski 
et al. Title and the Abstract). In particular, Poznanski et al. disclose the claimed limitations of 
"receiving a search query that includes terms in a first language"(See Poznanski et al. Fig.2, and 
col.5, lines 28-30); " performing a search of document in the first language to locate one or more 
of the first language documents in that contain anchor text that matches the search query and 
identify one or more documents in the second language" (See Poznanski et al. col.2, line 66 
through col.3, line 15, and lines 29-50); "determining possible translations of the terms of the 
search query into a second language" by proving a Multilanguage glosser (See Poznanski et al. 
coll, lines 33-36, Fig. 1 element 8, Fig.2, element 12, col.4, lines 64-67, and col.5, lines 30-34); 
"identifying one of the possible translations as a correct translation of the search query based on 
the disambiguation; and performing a search of second language documents using the correct 
translation of the search query" (See Poznanski et al. col.4, lines 16-27, and col.8, lines 16-67). 

It is noted, however, Poznanski et al. did not specifically disclose the claimed feature of 
"for disambiguation among the possible translations of the terms of the search query" as claimed. 
On the other hand, Chan et al. achieved this claimed limitation by providing a method and 
systems that dialectally standardized keywords or query to a more commonly known or used 
term (See Chan et al.col.4, lines 15-29). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
Applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Poznanski et al. by incorporating the dialect 
standardized keywords or query to a more commonly known or used term mechanism taught by 
Chan et al. The motivation being to have enhanced the system of Poznanski et al. by allows it to 
disambiguate the terms of the search among the possible translations more efficiently. 

The combination of Poznanski et al. and Chan et al. did not specifically discloses the 
claimed feature "using the identified second language documents as parallel corpora" . 

However, Liddy teaches a multilingual document retrieval including a natural language 
query, in a desired one of a plurality of supported languages (See the abstract) including using 
the identified second language documents as parallel corpora (See col. 13, lines 4-17); (See the 
abstract lines 1-6, col. 3, line 55 through col.4, line 13 and col. 15, line 64 through col. 16, line 10). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
Applicant's invention was made to modify the combination teachings of Poznanski et al. and 
Chan et al. with the teachings of Liddy to include a corpus document with a multilingual 
retrieval system in order for user to retrieve documents from a database that includes documents 
in at least one other language of the plurality of supported languages without any knowledge of 
other language. 

As per claims 22 and 25, the claims have substantially the same limitations as claims 18 
and 19. These limitations have been already addressed in the rejection of these mentioned claims. 
Therefore, they are rejected on similar ground corresponding to the arguments given for the 
rejected claims 18 and 19 above. 
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As per claims 6 and 7, the combination of Poznanski et al, Chan et al. and Liddy et al, as 
modified, discloses the claimed limitations "wherein the references include anchor text and text 
surrounding the anchor(See Liddy' s col.l 1, line 65 through col. 12, line 10, and lines 51-62). 

As per claims 16 and 17, the claims have substantially the same limitations as claims 6 
and 7. These limitations have been already addressed in the rejection of these mentioned claims. 
Therefore, they are rejected on similar ground corresponding to the arguments given for the 
rejected claims 6 and 7 above. 

As per claim 8, the combination Liddy, as modified, teaches the claimed limitation, 
wherein the disambiguating among the possible translations includes: using text of the identified 
documents as parallel corpora, and using a parallel corpora disambiguation technique to 
differentiate among the possible translations of the terms of the search query (See Liddy et al. 
col.13, lines 11-17). 

As per claim 9, the combination of Poznanski et al. Chan et al. and Liddy et al., as 
modified, discloses the claimed limitations "wherein the disambiguating among the possible 
translations includes: determining a frequency of co-occurrence of the possible translations in the 
identified documents" (See Liddy et al. col.6, lines 48-62), and designating one of the possible 
translations with a highest frequency of co-occurrence as a correct translation (See Liddy et al. 
col.13, lines 4-11). 
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Other Prior Art Made Of Record 



7. 



Evans 



U. S.Pat No. 6,263,329, 



Hirakawa et al. 



U. S.Pat No. 5,579,224, and 



Mahajan et al. 



U. S.Pat No. 6,418,431. 



Conclusion 



8. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 



disclosure. 



9. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 



examiner should be directed to Jacques Veillard whose telephone number is (571) 272-4086. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon. to Fri. from 9 Am to 4:30 PM, alt. Fri. off.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dov Popovici can be reached on (571) 272- 4083. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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